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PER CURI AM

In an earlier appeal we affirned Kevin E Ball’s
conviction and sentence for possession of a firearm after
conviction of a m sdeneanor crinme of donestic violence in violation

of 18 U S.C. 88 922(g)(9) and 924(a)(2). See United States v.

Ball, 7 Fed. Appx. 210 (4th Gr. 2001). Thereafter, Ball filed in
the district court a Mtion to Vacate, Set Aside, or Correct
Sentence under 28 U S.C. § 2255, The district court, after
concluding that none of Ball’s six grounds for relief had nerit,
entered an order denying his 8 2255 notion. Ball filed a tinmely
notice of appeal, and the district court granted a certificate of
appeal ability on three issues: (1) whether Ball’'s Fifth Amendnent
rights were violated when he was questioned outside his hone

wi t hout benefit of warnings required by Mranda v. Arizona, 384

U S 436 (1966); (2) whether Ball’s conviction viol ated the Ex Post
Facto Cl ause, U S. Const. art. I, 89, cl. 3; and (3) whether Bal

received ineffective assistance of counsel because his trial
counsel did not raise the Mranda issue. In review ng these
i ssues, we have considered the briefs, the joint appendi x, and the
argunents of counsel. Finding no error, we affirmon the reasoning

of the district court. Ball v. United States, civ. action no.

2: 02-00229 (S.D. W Va. Aug. 31, 2004).
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